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REPLY BRIEF 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 41.41, Applicant responds to the Examiner's Answer as follows. 



At page 13, line 9-11, the Examiner's Answer mischaracterizes the specification in an 
attempt to conflate two displays with a single display. In particular, the Examiner's Answer 
contends that: 

"the appellant himself states that the specification of the instant 
application (page 3, line 22-page 4, line 25) recites that 'the display areas 
14a and 14b can be separate...'" 



Applicant respectfully disagrees. For the sake of convenience, the cited portion of the 
specification, and a relevant portion of FIG. 1, are now reproduced. 
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" The display 14 is coupled to the mobile computer 12 and can have 
configurable display active areas such as a first display area 14a and a 
second display area 14b . The size of the active area of the first display 
area 14 may be approximate the size of the PID display area 11a of the PID 
11 (FIG. 1) such as 4 x 5 inches. The size of the active area of the first 
display area 14a may be smaller than the size of the second display area 
14b which may have dimensions of approximately 12x15 inches. The 
size of the display areas can be configured dynamically, for example, by 
setting size parameters in a user profile file stored in the data storage 
device 30. Although the first display area 14a and the second display area 
14b are shown as separate display areas, the two areas can overlap . 

The display 14 can be implemented, for example, as a liquid crystal 
display (LCD), an organic light emitting diode (PLED) or other display 
technologies . In general, power consumption of the display 14 is 
proportional to an active area of the display. The active area may be 
defined as the display area that is rendering an image and thus consuming 
power. As a result, it is preferable to use the first display area 14a when 
the mobile computer is operating in the first mode and to use the second 
display area 14b during the second mode of operation. As discussed 
above, during the first mode of operation, the first computing module 16 
emulates a PID which typically would only require the use of the first 
display area 14a to display data. In the second mode of operation, it may 
be necessary to use the larger second display area 14b." See specification, 
page 3, line 22-page 4, line 25 (emphasis added). 

As shown, the specification describes that first and second display areas 14a, 14b can be 
separate or overlapping on, e.g., a single liquid crystal display (LCD). The specification does not 
describe that display areas can be separate displays. 



At page 13, line 14-18, the Examiner's Answer equates Ohki's "electronic equipment" 

with a single display. In particular, the Examiner' s Answer contends that: 

"Ohki explicitly states that the electronic equipment (laptop shown in 
Figure 3) is 'provided with a main display section and an auxiliary display 
section which displays status information.' ... Therefore, Ohki states that 
the main display and status display of the laptop computer are actually two 
sections of one display..." (emphasis added) 
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Applicant respectfully disagrees. The mere fact that Ohki's "electronic equipment" can 
have multiple display sections does not mean that Ohki considers multiple display sections to be 
part of one display. Instead, Ohki considers the multiple display sections to be part of one 
"electronic equipment." 

At page 14, line 5-10 and again at page 14, line 12, the Examiner's Answer equates the 

state of a device being "powered on" with a display of data originating from a personal 

information device (PID) in a second display area of the display during boot-up. In particular, 

the Examiner' s Answer contends that 

"[t]he appellant also argues that Dickie is silent as to any display of data 
during boot-up, and therefore, does that teach that data originating from a 
personal information device (PID) is displayed in a first display area of a 
display during boot-up of a mobile computer and data originating from the 
mobile computer is displayed in a second display area of the display after 
boot-up. The examiner respectfully disagrees. Dickie explicitly states that 
'When both devices are powered on, the user can enter data into either 
device and the devices automatically synchronize any relevant data 
between both devices . . . "' 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. It is self-evident that powered-on devices are not 
necessarily in boot-up. For example, light bulb can be powered-on without boot-up. Further, 
data entry and synchronization does not necessarily require display of data originating from a 
personal information device (PID) in a second display area of the display. 

At page 15, line 1-15, the Examiner's Answer contends that dynamic resizing of a lid- 
mounted display and a liquid crystal display of a laptop are both described in Rafey and 
"notoriously well-known." 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. The rejection is based on the contention that a lid- 
mounted display is one of two display areas in a single display. However, the Examiner has 
provided no objective proof that a lid-mounted display on a laptop can be resized. For example, 
resizing a lid-mounted display on a laptop would appear to endanger the mounting of the display 
to the laptop. 
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Further, Rafey does not describe a laptop with a resizable lid-mounted display. Instead, 
Rafey describes a method for customizing the content viewed by the user. See, e.g., Rafey, para. 
[0007]. It is submitted that viewed content can be changed (e.g., a TV channel can be switched), 
without dynamic resizing of a lid- mounted display or a liquid crystal display of a laptop. Indeed, 
there is no description or suggestion of resizing either displays or display areas in Rafey. 

To the extent that the Examiner' s Answer takes Official Notice of the notoriety of 
dynamic resizing of a lid-mounted display and a liquid crystal display of a laptop, Applicant 
respectfully requests that supporting objective evidence be provided. 

At page 16, line 2-page 17, line 8, the Examiner' s Answer neglects fundamental 
incompatibilities between Roskowski's technology and the admitted prior art described by 
Roskowski and contends the combination of unrelated features with each other and with Dicke is 
obvious. In particular, the Examiner's Answer turns to Roskowski own technology to find a 
single "frame buffer memory arrangement in which information from both computer graphics 
input and video input sources are stored" (see page 16, line 14-15) but to the admitted prior art in 
Roskowski's to find "a switching arrangement that switches between video and computer 
graphics information [stored in a pair of frame buffers]" (see page 16, line 16-19). 



As for the admitted prior art in Roskowski, the admitted prior art uses a pair of frame 
buffers 14, 18. For the sake of convenience, FIG. 1 of Roskowski and a portion of the written 
description thereof are now reproduced. 
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"In the [prior art] arrangement 10, analog video signals such as NTSC or 
PAL signals are presented from a standard video source 12 at an analog- 
to-digital converter circuit 13. ... The circuit 13 receives the video signals 
and, using the system clock provided by the processor 11, converts those 
signals to color or black and white digitized pixels representing the 
incoming video information. The digitized signals representing the entire 
field of video information are then transferred to a first frame buffer 14 
under control of the computer processor 11. The entire field of computer 
graphical information to be displayed on an output display 15 is, in a 
similar manner, transferred by the processor 1 1 to a second frame buffer 
16 . The processor 1 1 then controls the selection of information from one 
or the other of the two frame buffers 14 and 16 by means of a switching 
arrangement 18 for presentation on the computer output display 15 ." See 
Roskowski, col. 3, line 61-col. 4, line 11 (emphasis added). 

The admitted prior art in Roskowski thus lacks a single frame buffer to buffer data for 
rendition on the display and to convey first data to the display for rendition in the first display 
area and second data to the display for rendition in the second display area, as recited. Instead, 
the admitted prior art in Roskowski uses a pair of buffers. 

Further, Roskowski' s switching arrangement 18 participates in switching between 
drawing information from two different frame buffers 14 and 16. Since the claimed subject 
matter includes a single buffer, there is no reason to believe that one of ordinary skill would find 
it obvious to add a switching arrangement 18 for switching between different buffers to a single 
buffer system. 

Undeterred by the deficiencies in the admitted prior art in Roskowski, the Examiner's 
answer turns to the Roskowski' s own technology in which "a frame buffer used in a computer 
system [is] capable of storing video and computer graphics information simultaneously." See 
Roskowski, col. 2, line 39-42. For the sake of convenience, Roskowski' s FIG. 2 is now 
reproduced. 
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As shown, there is no switching arrangement in Roskowski's own technology. This is 
perhaps not surprising since Roskowski's own technology only includes a single buffer in which 
both video and computer graphics information is stored in a single frame of pixel information. 
See, e.g., Roskowski, col. 5, line 30-36. Since a single frame of pixel information provides both 
video and computer graphics information, one of ordinary skill would not find it obvious to add a 
switching arrangement 18 to Roskowski's own technology. In particular, it would not have been 
obvious to add a switching arrangement that switches between two different buffers when all of 
the display information is stored in a single buffer. 

Accordingly, it would not have been obvious for one of ordinary skill to have arrived at 
the recited subject matter by combining the single frame buffer of Roskowski's own technology 
with the switching arrangement 18 described in the admitted prior art of Roskowski. 

At page 17, line 17-page 18, line 4, the Examiner' s Answer conflates frames buffers 
with control signals. In particular, the Examiner's Answer contends that switching arrangement 
18 in Roskowski's admitted prior art is switching logic to switch between conveyance of data 
from the data buffer to the display in accordance with the first control signals and conveyance of 
data from the data buffer to the display in accordance with the second control signals," as recited 
in claim 43. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees for several reasons. To begin with, as discussed above, 
switching arrangement 18 in Roskowski's admitted prior art switches between two frame buffers 
14 and 16 under to control of processor 11. See Roskowski, col. 3, line 61-col. 4, line 11. Two 
frame buffers are not a single frame buffer. Further, two frame buffers are not two different 
control signals. Accordingly, Roskowski's admitted prior art neither describes nor suggests the 
recited switching logic. 
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It is believed that all of the contentions in the Examiner's Answer have been addressed at 
least once either in the present reply or in the appeal brief. However, the absence of a reply to a 
specific rejection, issue, or comment does not signify agreement with or concession of that 
rejection, issue, or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above may not be 
exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or other claims) 
that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as an intent to 
concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this paper, and the 
amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of unpatentability of the claim 
prior to its amendment. 

For these reasons, and the reasons stated in the Appeal Brief, Applicant submits that the 
final rejection should be reversed. 

Please apply any charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 06-1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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